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The Washington State Public Disclosure Commission has chosen
to publish and disseminate this study of campaign financing
pursuant to the Commission's statutory authority to publish
reports that will promote the purposes of the public disclosure
law. The Commission believes that Mr. Sell's study serves to
enhance public understanding of the financing of political

campaigns.

Reports filed with the Commission by candidates provided
much of the basic data for this study, which 1is an excellent
example of how this information can be used both to advance
scholarly research and to promote greater public underétanding of

\
the political processes.




Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship botween
electoral success in legislative campaigns and money.  Other potential
contributing factors also were considered. Questions to be answered
included what are the most important factors in determining the
outcomes of legislative campaigns; how might campaign strategies be
altered to take advantage of this new information; and how should the
public/government respond to campaign spending.

The method of the study was to examine existing research in this
area and to take statistical measurements of data from Washington state
legislative elections. More than 500 cases from 1974-82 were campared.
Percentages of the vote received by candidates in general elections
were measured in relationship to actual and percentages of spending,
actual and percentages of contributions, political orientations of
districts, and experience levels of the winning and losing candidates.
The basic measurement tool was the multiple regression, producing
numbers that explained the variations in percentages of vote received
by candidates. Election statistics were gathered from Public
Disclosure Commission and Washington Secretary of State reports.

The findings of this effort were that relative percentage of
spending, measured as percentage of money or as percentage of
contributions, 1is the most important measurable factor in predicting
the outcome of legislative campaigns, both in House and in Senate
races. ILegislative candidates thus could expect more success if they
spent more time working their districts for a greater number of
contributions, because giving money appears to encourage people to also

contribute to campaigns in other ways.




Limits on campaign spending, however, are to be viewed with
caution. The fact that they are difficult to enforce notwithstanding,
those restraints that are likely to be held constitutional by state and
federal courts appear unlikely to limit the actual amount of money
spent on campaigns, though they may have same success in increasing the
number of people who give morney to campaigns.

The study concludes that party campaign strategies are not
rationally constructed, either by the standards of this research or by
the standards of the wisdom most commonly applied by political
professionals. Because of money’s definite ability to influence
electoral outcomes, political finance cannot be allowed to operate
unfettered. Whether direct 1limitations would actually help in this
regard 1is somewhat doubtful and certainly unclear. Good government
might better be served by making the Public Disclosure Commission
stronger, i.e., making the disclosure more public and requiring some

type of audits for campaigns.
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"Politics has got to be expensive. . .it takes a lot of money to
get beat."

--Will Rogers

"Three things are needed in elections. The first is money. The
second is money. The third is money."
-~Joseph P. Kennedy Sr.

"Democracy 1is considered to be the most expensive form of
government known to mankind and part of the democratic process 1is
elections."

--Beatrice Kay

"Thanks for sending me that 40-page piece of garbage titled
‘Their Money s Worth” by T.M. Sell, obviously a student."”
- -—C. Montgomery Johnson

"Money is the mother s milk of politics."
--Jesse Unruh
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I. Campaign Spending: An Introduction

Washington state made political history in 1972 when the voters
overwhelmingly approved Initiative 276. Suddenly candidates for public
office had to say how much they were spending on campaigns and from
Qhere they were getting the money. Politics has never been the same;
the battle of the bucks had been convened.

But the revolution was limited. The state Supreme Court found
the initiétive's campaign spending limit to be unconstitutional by 1974
[1]. Expected backlashes against big spenders failed to materialize.v
Spending instead took life and scaled Cascadian heights like a happy
hot air balloon. Aboard the gondola, the passengers have bickered
while semi-consciously fueling the burner. Those who rely on money the
most —-- Republicans, business interests and many organizations,
including unions -- argue that money is the great equalizer for those
who lack other resources. Those who rely less on money and have other
resources, Vsuch as bodies -- Democrats, unions (often the same ones)
and the so-called citizens groups —- argue that exorbitant campaign
spending gives the spender unfair advantage and opens government to
corruption by allowing undue influence to those who have money to give.

Very few people would argue that some money isn’t necessary to
win any election above the level of flood district commissioner.  How
much 1is necessary is unclear. In fact, the connection between money
and votes is only tenuously drawn by a handful of statistical stabs,
aimed by a scattering of political scientists laboring chiefly
unnoticed in the outhouses of academe. No test of any significance has
been taken in Washington state. That is the aim of this paper: what is

the effect of moneyvon the outcomes of elections and, knowing that,
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what policy, if any, should be pursued with regard to campaign
financing?

The statistical sample for this research is drawn from Washington
state legislative campaigns from 1974 to 1982, selected as indicated in
section III. In support of this work, other research has been campared
and many people intimately involved with political finance 1in
Washington state have been interviewed.

This paper was written based on the premise that ideology is for
the unimaginative. The author’s intent is to add some illumination to
the darkened room in which political knowledge is often kept, not to
provide ammunition for any particular point of view.

‘1. The Common Wisdom

If you open the door to the darkened room, the light fram the
hallway will let you see the common wisdom. This is kept in cabinets
made of practical experience, though rarely are they reinforced with
statistical research. This is not to denigrate practical experience,
which has to be the foundation of any endeavor. Also, you cannot
quantify a great many things, so that common wisdom in many instances.
is more precious than any number of microchips.

The common wisdom admits, for the most part, that money and
politics are inextricably intertwined. A common theme is the need for
challengers to spend more than incumbents do in order to win.([2]
Beyond that, it is generally acknowledged that a candidate must spend
enough to make her or his name, face and views known to the public. As
one pundit put it: "You cannot buy an election so long as your opponent

has enough money to make his or her case."[2]
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Money is regarded as a necessary but not sufficient condition for
electoral victory. An efficient organization and hard work also are
rightly regarded as helpful in winning.[4] ©Political consultant
Beatrice Kay characterized the necessary elements as "time, talent,
manpower and money."[5] C. Montgomery Johnson, a Washington state
campaign consultant, has declared incumbency the most important factor,
followed by questions of image, name familiarity, organization, party
and then money;[6] |

Former Washington state House Chief Clerk Dean Foster 1listed
political orientation of the legislative district as the most important
factor in determining elections, followed by the quality of the
candidate, the mood of the electorate, organization and money. House
Republican caucus attorney and sametime staff director Allen Hayward
listed incumbency, money, number of contributors.[7]

Incumbency is considered an advantage by most and for several
reasons. What the incumbent does often is news, so that the incumbent
gets plenty of what consultants like to call "earned media," news
storiés and the like. The féur legislative caucuses in Washington
state each have their own public information staffs to maximize this
advantage. Incumbents in our state Ilegislature also receive
considerable benefits in the way of staff support, for word processing,
for meeting constituents’ requests for help and information, plus
access to mailing lists and liberal printing and postal allowances.
Like most of political life, the incumbent sword cuts both ways: while
much of this work and money helps keep incumbents in office, it also

helps meet constituent needs and provides information to many
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comunities that otherwise would receive very little.

If the incumbent is paying any attention to his or her job, she
or he has a great advantage, particular1§ at campaign time, in terms of
information. The incumbent, blessed with the knowledge of experience,
will sound like a legislator. Sounding like He or sheb belongs 1in
Olympia is very difficult for a challenger; the observer will notice a
marked difference in the challenger’s speech after his or her first
trip to campaign school. The net result of these advantages is that
the incumbent’s name and, perhaps, reputation will be much more
familiar to the average voter in her or his district. Because voters
may cast their ballots as much as 70 percent of the time based on name
familiarity,[8] the incumbent can start the race many steps ahead of
the challenger.

A candidate cannot control for incumbency (other than by
winning). A candidate also cannot control for district orientation.
Because voters are not required to register by party in Washington
state, this is a very difficult thing to measure. We also have
experienced three major redistricting efforts in the past two decades,
further confusing the issue. What we have is a sort of rough agreement
among political operatives as to which districts are predaminately
Republican, which are predaminately Democrat and which are swing. The
difference this makes is relatively simple: a candidate of one party
will have a much better chance in a district in which a majority of the
voters also lean toward that party.

2. Questions of Strategy

As befits a necessary but insufficient condition, you can do a
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lot of other things with money. Without directly saying it, the
experts assign great potential to money. Once you win the fivst tine,
you are an incumbent.  Party strength as about the only  thing  you
cannot rapidly influence with money, but even that can be accounted for
by the clever candidate. Many electorally successful legislators spend
considerable time énd effort (and money) developing a hame-front image
of being a reasonable person. Following this, reporters and
constituents can say "He's a Republican (or a Democrat), but he’s not
crazy like samne of those guys."

Conceivably, money can help alleviate problems of time and
manpower in addition to problems of image.[9] If nothing else, you can
afford to hire sameone like Johnson.

While the camon wisdom professes the importance of how money
is spent, surprisingly little seams to be concretely known about what
is the best way to spend it. Consultants seem to have a great many
plausible ideas that pertain to specific electoral situations.
Billboards are good basically for establishing name identification, for
example, and television and radio are important in rural,
geographically spread districts. No hard and fast rules are to be
found in this area, howevef, but the political consultants appear
unanimous in their estimation that a well-run campaign can beat a
better financed one. But what they all seem to miss is that their
Davidian candidates all slew Goliath with at least some money in the
sling. C. Montgamery Johnson has gone so far as to say it is possible
to win an election with no money, but it is hard to imagine him

recommending this strategy to any of his clients.[10]



The only element that cannot ‘be inf luenced, it appears, is the
personal quality of the candldate. A quality candldate, a bright,
articulate, well—dressed well—known and respected 1ndlv1dua1, makes
any oampalgn ea51er to win.  ..But when you can affect rn-'early-all the
other varlables w1th money, 1s a quality candldate necessary" Not"_
every quallty candldate gets money and a lot who are of less quallty
get plenty of money. [11] ,_,Sometlmes ’th.rs is b:ecause.the dlstrlct_ is too
heavily Democrat or Republlcan to warrant a -se;rivous ekpenditure by the
other party. Sometimes thlS is because party 1eadership doesn't like
the candidate for 1deolog1ca1 or .personai reasons 'Ihe Klng County .
Republ i ican orgamzatlon, 1n recent years, has been notorlous for paylng
less attention ‘to moderate candldates regardless of their quality;
Democrats have been known. to err in similar fashlon.

The .Public -sDiscljosu:ce-Comnission., in its 1984 monograph on the
-growth of campalgn 's’pending, took a. samplmg of 15 House and nme
Senate races.[12] . The PDC found that candldates spent the bulk of -
their funds g on prlntrng‘ (24.7 percent fof the total), ‘:po‘stage | .17,..7-' :
percent) .advertising = {17.1 fperce@‘tr) and. rad_io and »tel'evision .
advertlslng (11. 8‘)" percent. Among Qt-hei‘ | categorles, newspaper
advertising -dropped from 22.5 percent in 1972 to 14.5 percent in 1982,
though the amount in actual dollars actually rose. ~ Although they make
up a small part of the total, items. 'suc-h as consultant tserv.ices‘, labels
and lists, telephone costs and surveys rose: ‘the most over this | time.
This is not to suggest that a candldate w111 be successful . s:.mply by
matching the averages dl-splayed in the PDC survey. But it does suggest.

the existence of the conventional wisdom and it suggests the wisdam is

1




not static.

Foster has said Democrats expect to be outspent by Republicans
and adjust their campaigns accordingly. They rely more on organization
and more on the work of volunteers, while Republicans tend to rely more
on such technical wizardry as computerized mailing. Though Republicans
tend to be accused of it more often, both sides like to save a little
money for a closing postal or media salvo in the waning moments of the
battle. The efficacy of this tactic has noﬁ been measured, but a late
"hit piece" always seeams to scare the other side, if nothing else.[13]

The conventional wisdom pronounces that money matters, both by
its presence and by how it is spent. "If we can’t raise the money, we
can’t win," Hayward said. "If it really didn’t make a difference how
money 1s  spent, there wouldn’t be any Jjobs for political
consultants."[14]

3. Political Angst in the Age of Richard Viguerie

The conventional wisdom lacks specific information and, in any
case, it is difficult to acquire. This hasn’t prevented anyone from
getting exercised about demon money and its perfidious corruption of>
dame danocracy. In the last two years, nearly every daily newspaper in
the state has devoted either news coverage or editorial bile to the
subject of soaring campaign costs and, in the latter instance, to the
need to reform the system accordingly.

The reform movement, in its effective phase, started in the
1960s, when reform was popular and social science as we think we know
it took wing. In Washington state, enough public officials appeared to

be for sale to arouse the citizenry to action. This culminated in the



passage of Initiative 276 in 1972 and the creation of the PDC in 1973.

Thexbriginal 1égi$1ati0n, ‘as mentloned a‘bove,‘ included canpalgn
finance 1"imitations_until they were véidéd by the s‘tateﬁ Supfeme Court.
That left us khow‘.ing how much we give and sfnend for elections, which,
for many péopl‘e, didh ‘t turn out to be enougjhy., Although the relative
fatness of campaign walléts’ is invariably an eiéction i,s>sue', having a

lot of rfbney has not démonstrably kept iahyoneé out of office.

Same, Ssuch as C. fMontganery Johnson,: see campalgn monéy as a.

necessary adjunct in the democratic process.’ This viewpoint carries

some validity. In an -agé when districts comprise tens of thousands of

people, mass ccmnuhi‘cétiops is perhaps the oﬁly feasible way to bring
the business of gGverment to any ;'signj,if.icant‘ poftion of the
electorate. (Much of the e 1ec£orate--stiiil§'are a little weak on the
particulars of gmernﬁeﬁt-; aécribing the ,blamé for this must ‘be the
subject for another pa:p“er‘..)‘ | _ - |

Others are not sobem.gn in their analysis. - Among those ‘_ Qho

favor campaign finance limits, money is almost autarat;ically bad, as

evidenced by Lucy Gaskill “5.1979 analysis of ‘special ’i;rrtefestb ‘group

(political -action committee) behavior.- -iGaskill found “that. interest

groups gave to incumbents more than four tJmes as often as ‘they gave to

challengers -and that most of the money went to "competitive races,"

those where the margin -of victory was 10 percent or less.[15] Gasklll
thus concluded that many races were ,.:réndered non-competitive becauée of
the relative quantity of -moﬁ'e_y beih’g spent; itlilerefore voters were béihq
denied meaningful choices.i16] ‘

Several other 5ccm§1aiﬂt"s also -are raised. Large contributors are




9

seen to hold disproportionate influence over legislators; political
action cammittees in particular are targeted for this transgression.
[17] Cammon Cause lobbyist Chuck Sauvage, perhaps the state’s leading
advocate of campaign finance limitations, has argued that the
preoccupation wiﬁh raising and spending money has detracted from
legislators”® ability to deal with real issues or even pay attehtion to
their districts. The high cost of PAC-fueled campaigns puts them out
of reach of most citizens, Sauvage maintains, putting campaigns and
government in the hands of special interests. The needs and desires of
special interests don’t always coincide with "the public interest,"
whatever that may be.[18] Two veteran legislators decided not to seek
re—election in 1984 based in part on the large amounts of money they
expected to have to raise for their campaigns.([19]

Some disagree that contributions buy influence or votes, though
Sauvage claims a few legislators have priVately told him this happens.
Most of those who disagree are legislators and lobbyists, though
admittedly they can hardly be expected to say anything else.[20]

The sheer size of the increase in spending can be samnewhat
frightening. Contributions to legislative races increased by 31
percent fram 1974 to 1976, by 35 percent for 1978, by 52 percent for
1980, by 28 percent for 1982 and by a paltry 10 percent for 1984. The
average number of contributors increased by only 16 percent, so that by
1984, PACs and party organizations were providing 42 percent of all
campaign money in Washington state. The average cost of a legislativé
campaign increased 260 percent in those 10 years, somewhat more than

inflation.[21] One statistic that seems to gall some people most 1is



10
that legislative candidates reqularly spend upwards of $30,000 for a
job that pays, including benefits, about $18,000 a year. We must
assume the psychic income derived from belonging to the Gang of 147
makes up the difference.

If nothing else, we have no conclusive evidence that all this
money has brought us any better government than we had 10 years ago.
Given the many serious problems the state currently faces -- WPPSS,
inadequate pension funding, a withering economy —-- it may be worse. We
are not getting, as it were, more bill for the buck.

4. Whither the Magi?

If everyone believes money plays a significant role in the
political process, we probably should be concerned about its effects.
The actors involved will perform acoording to their perceptions
regardless of how those perceptions are reflected by reality. But that
does not deny the importance of knowing how much of a real difference
money makes, particularly for campaign outcames. How much money 1is
necessary to win? Will spending largesse overcome other handicaps,
such as running against an incumbent? If money has little or no
effect, are campaign contributors investing wisely? If money is less
important than we how seem to believe, should voters be so concerned
over how much influence it buys? If it does not buy victory, its

influence is overstated.




II. Previous Endeavors
1. Domestic Ventures

Statistical research has been performed on a variety of
elections, though not for Washington state. Still, the subject has not

not been ignored. Early reports include the two editions of Jolene

Unsoeld’s "Who Gave, Who Got, How Much?" (covering the 1974 and 1976

elections).[22] Although much acclaimed and worthy efforts, these
reports are nothing more than lists of numbers. Virtually no analysis
was included or atteampted. The same can be said of Common Cause’s 1974
compilation of campaign spending totals. It is an admirable collection
of raw data (without which this report would have been more difficult).
[23] Hugh Bone and Cindy Fey’'s "The People’s Right to Know: An
Analysis of the Washington State Public Disclosure Law,"™ is an
excellent sﬁudy of the Public Disclosure Commission’s performance up to
1978. The authors” first suggestion in the seocond appendix, "Further

"

Research Questions,”" is instructive: "l. what is the ocorrelation, if
any, between expenditures for winners and losers. . . in the general
elections?"[24]

Lucy Gaskill’s 1979 study focused on interest group behavior and
limited itself to the 1978 election results. Nonetheless, Gaskill
discovered same interesting phencmena. PAC money appeared to gravitate
toward tight races (where the margin of victory was 10 percent of the
vote or less) and toward incumbents (by a more than four-to-one
margin). She also cites two relatively early studies that found a high
correlation between this measure of competitiveness and the average

level of spending. Gaskill bemcans the "incumbency syndrome," an

allegedly vicious circle in which incumbents raise money more easily,
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thereby winning more easily and getting even more money.[25]

In February 1984 the PDC released the most amalytic study of
the subject, "The Increased Cost of Legislative Campaigns: 1974 to
1982." The report focuses chiefly on why spending has increased and
what 1is being purchased for campaigns. It also provides purely
correlative calculations on candidates, decisions and spending that
draw some connections between winning and spending more. The report
has no parallel for considering why spending has increased and for
measuring what has been purchased. But it makes little use of advanced
statistical techniques in determining what the effect of that spending
might be. It also uses a rather curious sampling method, involving
selection of districts scattered about the spending mean, chosen
apparently without regard to the statistical validity of the resultant
sample. For instance, sane districts where incumbents typically do not
face opposition were included in the study; such results seem likely to
skew the resulﬁs toward making money less important, even with the
inclusion of primary opponents in lieu of general election opponents.
(26]

2. Foreign Affairs
later studies have not been as definite as Gaskill seems to be
about the relationship between money and almost anything. Among those
studies of which the author was able to locate copies, a variety of
approaches and results are found. Interpretation of the data is
further ocomplicated by the variety of races considered (local to
congressional) and by the fact that none of the studies considers any

Washington state races. (Please see the Technical Appendix for a more
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detailed discussion of the various methods and approaches used by
social scientists in this area.)

Lott and Warner (1974) used congressional races from five states
to find that party strength, as measured by voter registration, and
incumbency were ﬁore important than money.[27]

W.P. Welch, an economist, performed perhaps the most complicated
statistical maneuvers in his 1976 foray into political measurement.
Testing legislative races in Oregon and California, Welch found that
incumbency’s re-elective power is more strongly related to an
incumbent s privileges and high profile than it is to an incumbent’s
ability to raise more money. Incumbency’s advantages, however, did not
accrue greater value after one term, he said. He alsé found money
gained no extra importance as district size increased and found money
was more important in primary races than in general elections.[28]

Lawrence Shepard’s 1977 examination of California congressional
races found that the presence of an incumbent discourages contributions
to challengers. Gernerally, he found spending to be the most important
variable in determining outcomes.[29]

Another California study, by Owens and Olson (1977), found that
spending, party strength and incumbency, respectively, were the most
important factors in determining outcomes. Unlike Welch, they
considered length of incumbency important. Finding that California
incumbents outspent their opponents 70 percent of the time, they termed
incumbency a "miltidimensional phenomena." Incumbents can draw not
only on money but on considerable political resources and benefit from

a predisposition of some voters in favor of incumbents.[30]
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Jacobsen (1978) found that money helped challengers more than it
helped incumbents in congressional races.[31] Ruth S. Jones wrote in
1981 that public financing of campaigns in 17 states has not proven to
be as helpful to incumbents as often was feared.[32]

Arrington and Ingalls studied local and legislative elections in
the Charlotte, N.C. area. Their 1984 article contended money was more
important in non-partisan races. Like Welch’s ideas about primaries,
this is not a surprising conclusion. Unless party makes no difference
at all, removing it as a variablé should make the remaining variables
more important. They also found that incumbency was more important
than money in multi-seat elections.[33]

We find, then, little in the way of consensus among
investigators, different methods and test areas notwithstanding. If
anything, the later studies seem to find stronger relationships between
spending and percentage of vote. Inasmuch as none of them have 1looked
at Washington (or used methods totally to the author’s liking), we may

safely conclude that our results will be as valid as any.




II1I. The Washington Experience

Any quantitative study of a social science should be qualified as
to its limitations. Obviously we cannot account for several important
variables in a quantitative analysis of electoral outcames. We are
unlikely to find any effective way to measure such things as a
candidate’s personal qualities, campaign ofganization or the mood of
the electorate. Hardworking, talented and experienced candidates have
been known to win under all types of circumstances. The end result of
this research must be production of a theory or equation that must be
balanced by a convenient statement such as "other things being eqﬁal."
On. the other hand, these numbers represent things that can be
objectively measured. They must be given their due as much as the

" common wisdom deserves fair consideration.

1. Test Background

Legislative races are the most likely candidates for a
statistical analysis of this subject. They are numerous (more than 120
every two years) and, considerable data is available about the
elections of 1974 and later. Because final figures for the 1984
elections were not available at the time the statistical portion of
this project was being executed, elections from 1974 to 1982 comprised
the test population. Choosing only elections contested by candidates
from both the Republican and Democrat parties, and throwing out races
where one candidate had no real chanée of winning (particularly the
Ellen Craswell -—- Gordon Walgren 1980 Senate race, because Walgren was
facing felony charges at the time and had 1little real chance of
winning) leaves 508 cases on which to perform our machinations. The

analysis also 1s limited to general election contests because of
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the avallablllty of eaSJ.ly oollectlble data i (Please sée the 'I'echnlcal
Appendix for a more. detalled dlscu551on of methods )
WO dlfferent types of ana1y515 were used In th‘e first sét of
tests; candldates chances of wmnmg and lomng (the dependent
variable) were 1nd1v1dua11y Teasired agamst actual dollars spent in

campalgns, relatlve percentage of dollars spent, type of candidate

"""" or - othemlsie)ﬂ,. pol;tlcal orl’entatlon of legislatiVe .
district, rfumbér of contributors and relative percentage of
contributors (the independent varlables )i 'I‘he Saffe tests were fun
dgain with percentige of voté substituted for winning and losing. In
the second set of tests, multiple r'egfégéions: were run using percehtage
of vote as thé. dépendént varlable and the aforeiefitioned

characteristics, plus the oppohent’s level of experience, as the

independent variables. ~Racés wéte Brokan dcwn ihto House and Senate

races and into races invelving ircumbénts and races considered open (in

' whlch no iricumbent sought re—electlon)

The accuracy of the data must be oon51dered wh11e conductlng th1s
ana1y51s; Although the poner of the *PDC and its attendant regulatlons :

are ‘muc'hstronger- _than pre=~1974 ‘canpaidgn ,sp‘endlng laws, 'these nmrbers o

‘are subject to sdné dcub‘t. . Campaigis usually include charges and

countercharges of hJ.dden spendlng The PDC ’s.fb'udget constraints,. which
prevent extensive audltlng, suggest hidden spendmg is hlghly poss:ble'
(see Freed Newmann and.' Sellv- "Budgetlng 'ffrom the Chlcken Coop," May
1984 for a more‘ lengthy dlscu551on of this).[34] . The authors

experience -on the campalgn tra11 suggests that -hidden spendlng is not

uncommon,  though not in any 51gn1f1cant proportlon to reported

.
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spending; it seems likely hidden spending balances out for each side in
an actively contested race. (C. Montgomery Johnson has disagreed
rather violently with this supposition.[35]) State law does not
require candidates to report sane types of in-kind contributions, such
as labor donated at a rate of less than 20 hours per week. Democrats
usually are expected to get more of this kind of help, which leads
Republicans to complain that this kind of aid is not considered in
debates over campaign finance laws.

Table 1 lists the distribution of candidates, district types and
race types. Races designated "inumbent" include at least one candidate
currently in the office being contested. "Previous" races include
those in which at least one of the candidates has prior legislative
experience but was not serving at the time of the election. "Cpen"
races feature two candidates with no legislative experience between
them. Candidate types follow the above definitions, while district
types refer to the relative party strength within a district. A
"Democrat”" district is considered more solidly Democrat than 1is a
"Democrat swing” district, and so on. Because Washington voters are
not required to regiéter by party, district type had to be calculated
according to the opinions of legislative strategists of both

parties.[36]




Table 1
DlStrlbthlOl’lS of Races, Candldates and DlStrlCtS

. Type of Race L

: . Number . . - Percent
Incumbent o . 396 ' 78
Previous ) 17 - 3.3
Open 95 . - 18.7
_TOI‘AL | - 508 . 100

Races de51gnated " Incumbent" 1nc1ude at least one candldate currently .

in the office in questlon. "Previous" indicates races in which no
incumbent is running but in which at least one of the candidates
previously has served in the Legislature. "Open" races feature two

candidates with no experlence between them

g Type of Candidate

, . Number o Percent
 Incumbent L 405 =~ 39.9
Previous E 29 B 2.9
~ Challenger o c 582 - - :57.3
TOTAL : . 10le6 - ‘100

Candidate types correspond to the race types descrlbed above

i

Di strlct Type ;

Nunber ’ . Percent

Democrat | S 173 .- 34.1
Democrat swing ) 86 1 16.9
Republican swing . . .98 193
Republican ' - - 151 : 1 29.7
TOTAL : L 508. o 100

DlStrlCt types refer to the predomlnance of voter 1dent1f1cat10n w1th1n
the district, as ‘evidenced by non—leglslatrve elections and opinion
polling. The numbers above refer to.the frequency of district.  types
during the test period, 1974-1982. Washington state actually has only
49 legislative districts. : S :
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2. Preliminary Calculations
General tabulations of the data were conducted [irst so as to
establish some boundaries for the research. These calculations
revealed three 1likely influences on legislative campaign outcomes:
incumbency, relative spending and relative contributions. (See Table
2.)

Incunbency (see Part I) long has been rumored to be a powerful
force in electoral politics.  For the test period, incumbents ran true
to form, winning 86 percent of the time. The majority of the turnover
in the ILegislature, both House and Senate, came from incumbents
retiring.

Fighres on number of contributors were available only for 1978-
1982. During this period, candidates who received more contributions
than did their opponents won 80 percent of the time. Potential reasons
for this relationship are not hard to find, though causality.is hard to
determine.

A larger number of contributions could be indicative of several
things. This could be evidence of the candidate’s great popularity in
the district, if any significant portion of the contributions came fram
within the district. If a candidate gets numerous contributions from
her or his district, it could be evidence of a lively, aggressive
campaign. This will contribute to a candidate’s chances of victory. A
relatively larger number of contributions usually, though not always,
means the candidate also will be able to spend more than his or her
opponent.

Gathering more contributions appears to do more than just bring
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in more money. Although many observers have suggested money is useful
because it may be substituted for active support, the reality of the
relationship may be quite the opposite.[37] State Rep. J. Vander
Stoep, R-Chehalis, one of the few legislators who accepts contributions
only from within his district, suggests local contributions are very
important in determining the outcome of a race.
When someone gives you a dollar they ‘re yours for

life in terms of political support. Instead of just

deciding to vote for you, they're very likely to want to

protect their investment. They re likely to work for

you in some other way.[38]

Involvement may range fram active campaign work such as
doorbelling and envelope stuffing to putting up a yafd sign and
speaking favorably of the candidate to friends. Given same reputable
theory about the role of "opinion leaders" in politics, the latter may
be as 1'mportant as any activity.

We should expect these variables to be related. Incumbents
typically receive more money than do their opponents and a greater
number of contributions usually means more money.

The question of the effect of more money is harder to answer.
Those who spent more won 76 percent of the time. Simple arithmetic
says at least some candidates who got more contributions but less money
beat candidates who spent more money but received fewer contriubtions,
though not in great numbers and certainly not a majority.

But does more money make better candidates, or do better
candidates naturally get more money?

3. Further Connections

The Public Disclosure Commission’s 1984 study found winners
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spending more than losers, Republicans spending slightly more than
Democrats and incumbents spending more than challengers. The figures
do nothing to upset the cammon wisdom.

In the test population, winners averaged $15,990 while 1losers
were spending $11,370. Relative spending was 65 percent and 35 percent
for the two groups. Winners received contributions from an average of
237 persons, compared to 128 for losers. Incumbents actually spent
less than winners ($15,411 and 64.5 percent), while challengers spent
slightly more than did losers ($11,791 and 39 percent). Candidates
with previous experience were a collective anomaly, averaging $26,412
and 59.8 percent. Most candidates with previous experience are House
incumbents seekirig Senate seats, which typically are more expensive
propositions.

Without controlling for other variables, a candidate’s percentage
of vote might just as well be explained by things other than money.
Democrat candidates did best in predominately Democrat districts, not
quite as well in Democrat swing districts and progressively worse in
Republican swing and Republican districts. This pattern naturally
reversed itself for Republican candidates. Similarly, incumbents of
both parties average a higher percentage of votes than did previously
experienced candidates or challengers. Qddly enough, for Republicans
the relationship between district type and percentage of vote was
stronger than the relationship between candidate type and percentage of
vote, while for Democrats the reverse was true. Judging by the
figures, it appears that Republicans are simply doamed in some

districts while incumbency affords more protection for Democrats.




Table 3
Breakdowns

District type, candidate type and percentage of spending
by percentage of vote

Percent vote Percent vote
for Democrats for Republicans
District type
Democrat 62.4 36.8
Democrat swing 53.7 48.9
Republican swing 48.9 51.1
Republican 41.7 57.8
R2 . .399 .4189
Candidate type
Incumbent 61.2 58.2
Previous 58.5 54
Challenger 43.5 41.5
R2 .4288 .3562
Percent spending
<20 34.2 28.7
20-40 45.4 38.6
40-60 50.2 49.5
60-80 61.4 54
80< 70.8 65.5
R2 .6137 .6018

- Percent vote represents the average vote received by a candidate
of a given party in the situation indicated. District type represents
relative party strength in a legislative district as indicated by a
survey of party strategists. Under candidate type, incumbent
represents candidates currently holding the office to which they seek
election; previous candidates have held a seat in the House or Senate
at ‘same previous time; and challengers never have held office before.
Percent spending represents the percent of money spent by one candidate
relative to the money spent by the other. Thus if candidate A spent
$81 and candidate B spent $19, A’s spending would fall in the greater
than 80 percent category. . R2, or r-squared, is the percent of
variation of the vote explained by applying the indicated variable.
Thus, percent spending explains 61.37 percent of the variation of votes
received by Democrat candidates.



| %

The relationship betweeii percentage of Spending 4t percentags of
vote was strong for canaiaa£e§ bfzhbth parties. Candidates who spent
more relative to their opponents received ‘a progressiVély-.gfeatér
percentage of the vote. The relatiofiship whs »'s‘lighti'lyi ‘stronget for
Denocrats than for Repubiica‘ris. - ’ | | | »

These relatlonshlps can be. used to explaln the. variation 1n
percentage of vote rece.wed by each candldate (R2 in Table 3) Agaln
without controlllng for the effeCts‘of thé,other variables, percentagé
of spending explained the largest amount 6f variation; 61.3 perceht for
Democrats and 60.2 percent for Republicans. | in contrast, candidate
type explained 42.9 percent of the voté for Déﬁocrats and 35.6 percent
for Republlcans,r dlStrlCt type explalned 39 9 percent of the electoral
variation among Danocrats and 41 9 percent among Republlcans. Actual‘
spending and number of contrlbutors sHotwied very weak a55001at10n With
electoral perfofmanéé,' averaglng about 7 percent for each party. It is
noteworthy, 'BCWEver, that candldates for both partles who spent more'
than $5,000 averaged more than 50 percent of the vote. Candldates who
spent less than $5 000 average 41:5. percent of the vote among Democrats'b
and 35.7 percent amohg Republlcans.. Many observers have 1oeked ofily at
average spending and thus‘conCIudea 6ﬁé'ﬁééd55$25i000 to.$30,000 to win
an election. It wbuld‘ appearjfrcm'éﬁis data, hdwever,"that the
absolute floor is $5,000 to $10;000 ‘(tnéalwes;t catego‘rvfcr which the
50 percent vote figure‘waS‘thainedi; if onefhopes to win an eiectidn;
Without Knowing what anzoppdnent will &pend, fthis may be a more.useful
figure. - | :

Further associative calculatiohs revedled strong relationships
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between winning and losing and candidate type and a slightly weaker
relationship between outcome and district type. (See Technical
 Appendix, Lambda and Gamma measurements.) For percentage of voﬁe,
however, percentage of spending displayed the strongest association
among the variables.

Another anamaly in this calculation came among Republicans, for
whom percentage of vote was strongly associated with both actual
spending and number of contributors. These figures were not replicated
at all among Democrats. Although these represent uncontrolled
calculations, the data suggest Republicans not only rely more on money,
they may be better at using it. Hayward and Foster each outlined
different approaches to campaign spending for their respective parties.
Foster 1listed such factors as the mood of the electorate, campaign
organization and finding a candidate appropriate to the district type
before naming money as a factor in electoral outcome, while Hayward
listed only incumbency before money.

Foster said Democrats anticipate having less money and, in a
well-run campaign, at least, they try to make do without it. Hayward,
on the other hand, described money as essential to a successful
campaign. This would suggest that Republicans have had at least more
opportunity to use money and thereby opportunity to learn to use it
well.[39]

4. Controlled Analysis

It would be improper to draw oonclusions about the test

population without accounting for the effects of the independent

variables on one another. Applying a systems analysis, as opposed to a
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s:mele cause~and—effect ana1y51s, ~ one can easlly 1maglne that each of
the 1ndependent varlables plays some part in detemu_nlng the electoral :
outoome.  The varlables may have sdne effect ‘on each. other, ‘or may, in
effect, descrlbe the same phenomenon and hence be redundant

ThlS latter condltlon proved to- be true for - peroentage of :
contrlbutors and percentage of. spendlng, as they c01n01ded in relatlve
termms more than 80 percent -of the time. The ;,decnslon was then ’made_ to
separately  test each: in conjunc;tion ‘with; the : other _‘ 'independent
variables. A | | | B

Three different .calculations were run ‘Tw‘o'_ in(:’luded fi'gures
relating to contribut-ions 'and in‘\'iol'ved"electio'ns from 1978-—82' (‘the only
years for which numbers on. contrlbutlons were avallable) The third
did not include contrlbutlons as a varlable and covered electlons from
1974-82. A_ R 41: s j o |

In the fJ_rst test, actual spendmg by both tha wmnlng and losmg

candidates, actual numbers of contrlbutlons for both the relatlve

experience of each candldate and the pO].ltlca]. orlentatlon of the

district were used to measure the varlatlon in percentage of vote _A

received by the: Democrat 1n the race. ( (Choos:Lng the candldate of  one
party over the other was not by de51gn, selectlng Republlcans instead
should produoe a baS1ca11,y similar resalt. ’ Mlltiple regreSsions run
earlier in this pI'OjeCt 1nvolv1ng both partles produced essent_lal 1y the
same equation for Republlcans and. Democrats ) Each regression was run

)

separately ' for House and for Senate -contests. = For ' House.'races,-

whether the candldate was an. J.ncumbent and dlStI‘lCt type mattered most

The actual amount of money spent by the two candldates was a. relatlvely ‘
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insignificant factor. For Senate races, the results were remarkably
similar, except that the experience of the opponent was more important
than the candidate’s own experience. Number of contributions maftered
more than did actual spending, but again both numbers were relatinely
insignificant in explaining pércentage of vote.

When percentages are substituted for actual numbers, the results
change radically. (Percentage of contributions was chosen because it
demonstrated a stronger relationship to percentage of vote than did
percentage of spending.) Percentage of contributions explained by far
the greatest amnunt of variation in percentage of vote, followed
somewhat distantly by district type and experience, in both House and
Senate races. Additionally, the owerall equation produced a much
better fit than did the equations in?olving actual spending and
contributions.

The final regression, using percentage of spending and more
electoral years, produced the same result although it was not divided
by House and Senate races. Percentage of spending had the most
influence on percentage of vote, with district type and experience
having considerably less effect.

As mentioned above, Owens and Olson assumed actual time in office
would be a better measure than would simple classification of
candidates as incumbents, previous incumbents or challengers. Several
regressions using actual years in the Legislature failed to find any
truth to this supposition. It was not a better predictor of percentage
of vote than was candidate type and in some cases was slightly worse.

Both percentage of spending and percentage of contributors
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appeared to have much greater effect on percentage of vote than did the
other variables. This relationship is displayed graphically in Figures
1-10, which are referred to as scattergrams. The vertical or Y-axis of
each figure represents percentage of vote, while the horizontal or x-
axis of each represents one of the independent variables, percentage of
spending or contributions, actual spending and number of contributions.
For percentage of spending and percentage of vote, and for percentage
of contributions and percentage of vote, the points on the chart fall
in a roughly linear pattern. This indicates that as percentage of
spending or percentage of contributions increases, so does percentage
of vote. For actual spending and contributions, the scatter patterns
are decidedly not linear, indicating low correlation between the
variables. For time served and percentage of vote, the pattern is
slightly more linear but still nothing to write hame about.

Some earlier regressions involving both parties touched on some
potentially interesting differences between the two groups. For
Democrats, actual spending consistently was more important than was
number of contributors, while for Republicans quite the opposite was
true. This suggests that a Republican who seeks more contributions may
gain relative to a Democrat who does the same. The reason for this was
touched on above: actively seeking contributions puts one in touch with
more people. Democrats, who avowedly spend less, may be gaining this
extra contact already. Conversely, Republicans may gain less from
spending more because they already are spending more. Further spending

serves cnlv to demonstrate the concept of diminishing marginal returns.




29
5. Conclusions

Clearly, what is important about these results is the strength of
relative numbers. It doesn’t matter how much you spend (above a
minimum level); what matters is how much you spend campared to what
your opponent is spending. The popular analysis that $25,000 to
$30,000 is necessary to win simply does not obtain. (See Table 4.)
Although a Democrat candidate, for example, wilvl have to spend
proportionately less to win in a Democrat district, and will have to
spend progressively more as the district becanes less Democrat and more
Republican in constituency, what matters most is how much his or her
opponent is spending. Similarly, on average, an incumbent won 't have
to spend as much as will a challenger, although data do not suggest
challengers have to spend more in order to win. It suggests they need
to be able to spend within the same range as do incumbents (plus or
minus 10 percent) to have a chance at winning. Most probably,
advantages 1in party strength and incumbency magnify and are magnified
by advantages in spending. Chances of victory or defeat will fluctuate
in large part by what the opponent manages to collect and spend.
Certainly, a candidate who aggressively works her or his district to
seek contributions will build a greater base of support and gain
benefits that do not accrue to the candidate who relies chiefly on out-

of-district contributions.



Table 4
Distribution of spending for winning candidates

Spending level Number Percent
<$5,000 39 7.7
$5-510,000 151 29.8
$10-$15,000 111 21.9
$15-520,000 71 14.0
$20,000< 136 26.6

TOTAL 508 100
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IV. Campaign Spending: Some Thoughts on Policy

These results have two policy implications, involving what
cardidates need to do and what governments need to do. The coins of
political expediency all come with two sides: politicians must spend
money to get el‘ected and, once elected, will feel samne pressure to
requlate their own behavior. It is a situation frought with irony and
contradiction. Recent events have only served to demonstrate that
rational people will not do anything not in their own interest.

1. Ode to Political Strategy

Although much of this research tends to corroborate the common
wisdom, the line at the erd of the ledger reads that parties would do
best to try to match money and number of local contributions with their
opponents. In ﬁearly all of those cases where candidates have
relatively equal amounts of money, each will have a fighting chance.
In same solidly Democrat or Republican districts, comparable spending
probably will only create a closer race but will not change the result.
But in the swing districts, money can be put to great use.

Despite the common wisdom’s support of factors that in our
equations turn out to be no more than supporting players, surprisingly
little attention is paid to them in actual campaign strategy. Although
many individual campaigns appear to be run in a rational manner, the
overall strategy of each party is lacking.

Each party is guilty of recruiting candidates based on ideology
rather than on the nature of the district in which the candidate will
run. "Both parties have had a tendency to try to recruit candidates
based on philosophy rather than geographic reality," Foster said.[40]

Democrats sometimes have trouble dealing with conservative




_ e ;
meitbers of their party, Whlle theGOPs banehas been liberals. The
net res‘u'lt.: ha's‘ been lack 6f support for éand'iéates'wha nEiEh a district
well and therefore had a better chance of w1nn1ng A:fci')'rmer“ 'Repubiti‘c':'-ah
party boss, in a secret meetmg if the governor ‘s offlce, ‘spoke
glowingly of an arch—oonservatlve candldate for Congress. "We “re g‘ciiz}ﬁg
to run him agalnst the llberals," he sald, and he wash’t t‘alking about
Démserats | { !

This is ot te place all the blame on party organlzatlons t
Sanetimes the only avallable candldate 1s a true bellever | “In some
instances the candldate has other pOS;ltlve quala.tles., -such as desire,
knowledge, public experlence and réputation, that make him or het more
desirable thén otlér potential candidates. ‘(and soietimes they win.)
But in their 1n1t1a1 recrultlng of candldates, party orqan?izatiéns
probably would beneflt from bemg fhore broad—mlndeda. ‘Whén the preeenée
of the candidate is & falt' accomplll .a»vf-t:er« a -prmary, for ins‘tahc‘:’e, the
parties sh’ouid be sdpporti‘vé--, , espec1ally if the éé’indidat{e seems ‘to.fit |
the dist'rict; ‘ Democrats Seem fiore likely to decide they can ‘finally
Kook a candidaté out, particularly in heavily Republican districts,

while Republicans seef to shy away £rém any strong monetary effort - in’

-heavily Democrat dlStrJ.CtS

A seoond error.is’ each party 5 fallure to take full advantage of :
open seats.  This is partlcularly surprlsmg in llght of so many
partici‘pant’e Stated b‘el;e‘f that 1n’Ct-J_mbency is a domularit factor ‘»l‘n
elections. The only ratiénal response to éuch a belief is to target
campaigns in any distriet inwrtx“i‘chva seat ."k?éecoires' ’open (where ‘no

incumbent seeks re-election).
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Parties do make careful lists and target races, though this
process is much less scientific than one might expect. Targeting often
occurs because sameone with clout happens to like a certain candidate,
or because one of the players talks the organization into supporting a
particular candidate.

Lobbyists and PACs play a role in the selection process. Leaders
of all four legislative caucuses semi-annually parade their candidates
before the lobbyists and even make recommendations as to who should get
money . In the words of House Speaker Wayne Ehlers, "If they're [the
candidates] not performing, we tell lobbyists: ‘Don’t waste your
time. ""[41] Certainly some good targeting decisions are made, but not
enough. Targeting decisions should be made on the basis of a
candidate’s quality and on the basis of the nature of the seat and the
district.

The final shortcoming of the state’s political organizations is
their failure to push local fundraising. ‘The above evidence makes
clear the importance of where money cames fram; any rational candidate
only can respond by working to gather more active support within the
district. Conversely, if an opponent does not follow suit, the
rational candidate must delicately make this an issue. (By delicately,
I mean not like the way in which John Spellman made Booth Gardner’s
labor support an issue.) A creative candidate could develop many
interesting and profitable ways to develop a local support network,
such as "town hall" meetings and citizens’  advisory groups.

2. Return to the Chicken Coop

As mentioned above, the Legislature is in an odd place in




relation to campaJ.gn f1nanc1ng, belng faced with the ccurious chore of |
‘bemg the - regulator of 1ts own behav1or.l Although many of the .
pa'rticipants Have cl'ian‘ge"d» the scenario un:ier way with regards to
limitations is not dlssmular to that: Wthh developed when the publlc
disclosure l’aws were“created. - Ddoate was rampant and. act1on mlm.mal
in the en‘d; a c1tlzen initiative was “_offer_ed to make sentiment into
law. | R | | v |
As noted. inh Pa’iﬁt I, the issue of 'ca'mpaign' finance 1imitations has
captured a iobe of the publlc oonscrence B In ‘re‘spo’nse-, fseVeral
campalgn fmance blllS were 1ntroduced in t.he 1985 Leglslature.- Among
them, three rdlfferent (but not exclus:Lve) approaches »to campalgn
flnance are 1dent1f1ab1e. | | | .
Campalgn finance laws baswally ‘are governed by a -single 1974
U.S. Suprane Gourt de01s1on, Buckley v+ Valeo. [42] The court =attempted ‘
to balance the ccmpetlng needs of avmdlng polltlcal corruptlon and of_'
mamtalnlng free speech and the rlght of polltlcal assoc1at10n. ) 'Ihe '
court approved publ:Lc *dlsclosure requlrements and llmltatlons on the
size of contmbutﬂ.ons.- [Tt ruled that ‘overall campalgn spendmg could _
only be llmlted in con]unctlon w1th seme form of publlc fmancmg. ~ An .
1nd1v1dual 5 expendlture of personal funds cannot be lmuted, ,v nor can
expendltures by 1ndependent groups oL persons 1n support of a
candidate- [43] Ina later dec1510n,‘ ‘the oourt held that contrlbutlons ,
fram non-profit, unlncorporated assoc1at10ns, vsuch as medical or bar‘
associations, may be lJ.mlted : Corporatlons and -unions may be

prohlblted ‘from maklng ‘any dJ_rect contrlbutlons [44]

Althoiugh these 'declslons‘appl’iedgto =-§edera1 electlon 1aw“, a
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prudent person must assume they will form the framework of any state
judicial review of campaign spending regulations. The bills offered in
1985 did fit within the court’s framework.

Senate Bill 3307 would have limited individual contributions to
candidates to $1,000 for legislative candidates and $3,000 for
statewide candidates (such as candidates for governor). Senate Bill
3832 would have provided for public financing of state elections based
on a matching program. Candidates would have been given the
opportunity to sign a contract with the state, agreeing to limit their
total spending in exchange for state matching money. Spending caps
would have ranged from $25,000 for state representative to $1 million
for governor. Of that $25,000, the state would have provided $10,000
under the matching program. The candidate’s share would have to be
gathered in contributions of $100 or less. The first bill died on a 5-
5 vote in the Senate Judiciary Camittee, despite the presence of its

prime sponsor, State Sen. Phil Talmadge, D-West Seattle, as committee

~chair. The latter bill received a hearing at which it was roundly

denounced and hence did not come to a vote. If nothing else, the bill
would have cost $3.25 million ﬁad it been operative in 1984, according
to one estimate.[45]

Although $25,000 sounds like an adequate sum on which to campaign
for the Legislature, anyone who comitted to that level of spending
would run the risk of facing an opponent who didn’t and instead raised
$50,000 on his or her own. Unless the candidate disdains fundraising, -
the plan seems to offer 1little in the way of inducements to

participate. Although the data do not specify what the result might be




: blgger contrlbutlons P

at relatlve spendlng leiiéls of $50 000 and $25 000, ‘ 1t seéms a | dicey
prop051t10n at best.A_ ni : ( R R " |

| In thé House',‘ 4 two noteworthy bil ls deallng dlrectly w1th llmlts .v
on COIltI'lbuthl’lS were 1ntroduced.r- g House Blll 457 would have llmlted
COl'ltI‘lbU.thI’lS gl . $l 000 “6f 3 perc ant of a candldate s total take, B

wh.-l‘chev'er was gre’ate‘r'.j', The creatlon of PDC Director Graham Johnson,

the bill would ha'ii'é »ﬁlade ca’ndldates r‘espon31ble.f"o'r en‘S‘urJ.‘r’ig that the_lr‘

campalgn £indnceés met ‘the restrlctlons of the bJ.ll. A ‘c&ndidate would
hHave to av01d spend:l.ng more than he or she could legally collect frcm
contributotrs and",. after an electlon, g return~.'ehe Bxcess - td the

contrlbutors or glve it to the Seabe 'Pérhapé the ' miost craative

. approach reoently offered in th].s state,i the Bill r"eoei."\?éd sone

oon51derat10n in’ commJ.ttee but dld not ‘came up for a vote. : 1r'o‘r{~ifca1 ly', ’

a 51de—effect the b111 mlght have been 6 1ncrease the cost of

campalgns, campalgns, because a blgger budget would allow one to accept‘ :

1
{
'
4

' Also ccmpetlng in the Leglsl‘aftNe aréna was the Coimori Cause—- »
backed House B111 192 Comnon Cause s orng_nal 1ntent Wwas to- hmlt‘

contributions fran w1th1n a dlStrlCt o $250 per person and $50 per“

- person frdn outside 'of a dlst‘r'lc't.- Co‘htrlbutlons from=polltlcal party -

organlzatlons would have been unllmlted, When the bill was 1ntroduced,

the out-of-district clause was. dropped for polltlcal reasons [46]

After hearings, a- substltute versmn of the b111 wWas offered arﬁ passed
by the ;ccmmlttee on a nearly :partlsan vote.~ N Democrats supported ‘the

bill -and Republic":"ans oppo'sed it. leltS were set at . $l 500 for

}
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legislative candidates. If a contribution is passed through an
intermediary, such as a PAC, according to the bill, it would be counted
as a contribution by both parties. Subdivisions, such as branch
offices and union locals, would not be counted separately, so that a
group could not double its contributions by simply splitting into two
groups.

In respbnse, House Republicans prepared a series of amendments to
attach to the bill. These would have banned payroll deductions for
PACs, prohibited political phane banks calls fram outside of the state
or legislative district, strengthened accounting and disclosure
requirements for independent campaigns (in support of a candidate) and
limited use of voter registration lists.[47]

The net result of these efforts was to reduce the debate to
partisan terms. Republicans spend more in House races (though slightly
less in Senate races) and, on the average, get larger individual
contributions than do Democrats, so that limits on the size of
contributions would affect Republicans more than Democrats.
Conversely, in 1985 majérity Democrats passed a bill allowing public
employees to make payroll deductions for political purposes, so that a
ban on such deductions conceivably could hurt Democrats more than
Republicans. Phone banks and independent mailings also have played a
larger part in Democrat campaigns. Over a period of three days, all of
the substantive amendments were defeated. In a very curious episode,
Republicans nearly succeeding in amending the bill to lower the
contribution level fram $1,500 to $250. The amendment, while appearing

quite progressive, was essentially punitive. A majority could not have
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beeh found &6 pass a b111 that 11m1ted contrlbutlons to such a small ,

figiite; for whatever reasons. R - !

Whether the b111 or anythlng 11ke it could work probably hlnges o

oh 1ts ablllty to actually 1ncrease the number of campalgn contrlbutors
and not snnply enoourage the £ unnellng of campalgn funds through ore
outliets. Cpponents of thls approach have clalmed bu51ness and 1abor ,
say they w111 Seek - ways 0 get around any such restrlctlons.

Supporters seéim to feel the law could be made strong enough to prevent
. : l

this frcm happen1ng [48]

Perhaps fore 1nstruct1ve 58 €6 the de51rab111ty of campalgn
findancé lnmltatlons are’ some of the argunents made agalnst the varlous
bills.: StateS-enw- Kent Pullen, R—Kent, claJ_med that the 1ncrease 1n‘

spendlng was justlf 1ed because of populatlon 1ncreases ‘even though the

state’s voter rolls have not 1ncreased 260 percent if the 10 years we
~have had dlsclosure [49] In the House,- busmess and labor 11ned up '
'agamst HB 192. Mark Brown of the Washlngton Federatlon of State

Employees argued that lmutatlons would cause a prollferatlon of PACs'

that would drown hlS ms ablllty té conpete in the pOlltlcal»

arena. [50] Assoc:.atlon of Washlngton *B,tsmesses (AWB S board controls
United f,or~ ._-Washlngton,‘ the ‘state’ s largest PAC 1n : tems of
' contributio'ns) spokesman Mlchael Hodge toldlthe House Oonstltutlons, :
Flections and EtthS Commlttee that campalgn spendlng ‘limits wouldv

limit bus:.nesses ablllty to: compete as well f

Busmess has no opportunlty to turn out the
manpower like ‘Gther political factidns can. . Because of
our personpower constralnts wé have! to compensate
through the monetary side. - That’'s the most reasoiiable
way We can do it  'We: can t tHEA - out people in nuitbers
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that organized factions can. Business people by nature
are busy making a living.([51]

Sauvage was predictably unimpressed with thesce .criti(dsmwf "1
think our bill’s pretty good when business and labor get together and
say ‘This thing stinks. "[52]

The Common Cause position is that politics and govermment will be
better served if more people are involved in the process, in part
because elected officials will be beholden to more people than they are
now. Ostensibly, campaign contribution limits would help achieve this.
The experience of other states can be examined in this light.

Among other states, 16 have 1limits on direct corporate
contributions; 20 ban them altogether and seven prohibit use of
corporate funds for establishment or operation of PACs. Another 19
states 1limit direct union contributions and nine states prohibit them
entirely. Twenty states limit contributions by PACs; 23 states limit
individual contributions. Only 11 states, including Washington, do not
limit individual contributions. Washington, in fact, has no limits of
any kind. Every state except North Dakota has same kind of public
disclosure law.

Common Cause claims the result of contribution limits has been to
increase the number of contributors. A survey of other states
conducted by the office of state Rep. Dick Barnes, R-Burien-Des Moines,
found a general 1level of dissatisfaction with campaign finance
limitations in 18 states that have theam, particularly among party
personnel. With the exception of Montana, the overall estimation was

that limits had not decreased the cost of campaigns nor had they curbed



the influerice of ‘p‘e"o'pl‘e w1th lots ':‘of money Mifnésota now Has aliost
400 PACs and more than 300 political canmlttees Kansas has 500 PACs-
Although Barnes” report claimed Washirigton has orily 56 --PAC"S»,’ dctually
it has 203 registered PACs. This sEi11 corixsi'dérab'ly‘less thanKansas -
or Minnesota. Loopholes 1n the laws of many other states allow
con51derable amouhts - of money to ralsed and spent on campalgns. -
Mlchlga'n, for 1nStance,-;_ has'_- -PACs for '6'0 fchax‘tbers of '_oo‘rm‘rérce an‘d fo‘r »50 '
United Auto Workers locals. ~Loopholds such as thése would be avoided
by SHB 192,' but t.hey dé lend scme 'ére‘dfe‘vi'ice o the a’r‘gtm'ént 't'hét " v}a'ys
around any campaign cd;tributioiﬁ law wﬂi be found. éarne‘s" _overall
conclusion was that 1J_m1tatlonshad not help'ed challengers, had not
increased 'individual part101patlon ih campalgns and did not d’e’-drease"
the cost of catpaigns. Moritana was the great ex'c’:e‘ption: in this group;
each Montaria House dlStI'lCt has only 7 000 people in 1t and campalgns
average about $3 000 per candldate. ‘ The o_ther,statesave_raged $30,Q(_)0
to $40,000 per canpaign. [53] ‘ | " - |
Opponents, chiefly- Republlcans, have decrled the exc1u510n of 1n—‘4
kind contrlbutlons in flgurlng polltlcal spendlng. : Iabor performed at " _
a rate of less than 20 hours a week dées not have to be ;rep"ort”e‘d.
Unfortunately, we have no goodnumbers ri ow fiich this labor riight be
~ worth, though it is assuméd to be moré important to Democrats than - to
Republicans. Although sonre.'oanaidates'do not réeport, at least Sarme
assign a m‘o‘neta'ry .Vall'fue to 'donatéd_ 1abor and report it t01nf late the
apparent size of thelr warchests:.’ 'I‘fus tac':ti:oappea'rs to be used to
make campaigns look f inan'ci:al?ly_he'alit?hier 1n hog:s of a‘ttractin‘g" more:

monetary contributions:..
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Another camon camplaint, almost always cited by incumbents, is
that challengers will be hurt by finance limitations because they need
to spend more money than incumbents to win. As mentioned above, this
dictum is not supported by the numbers. A calculation involving that
particular situation displayed only a very weak relationship between
percentage of spending and percentage of vote.

The final argument against limits on contributions, mentioned
briefly above, seeks to place such regulations on par with Prohibition.
The problem with limitations, several opponents claim, 1is that they
will push underground that which now is ostensibly aboveboard. As
Hayward put it, "If a big contributor wants to get samebody a large
amount of money, they 11 find a way. Why not keep it out in the
open?"[54] Given the paltry budget usually accorded the Public
Disclosure Commission, this appears to be a legitimate concern. Claims
of cheating are not widespread, but because the PDC lacks staff to
perform field audits, the opportunity for cheating is tremendous. Our

public disclosure laws, in recent years, have been reduced to operating

-on the honor system.

Early on, Sauvage said his group was dissatisfied with SHB 192.
After all the debate and posturing, the 1985 lLegislature produced bills
to limit campaign contributions to less than $5,000 in the last 21 days
of a campaign (affecting appreciably less than 5 percent of all
contributions) and allowing the PDC to levy larger fines. Common Cause
responded by drafting an initiative to the legislature (Initiative 88).
For legislative candidates (it also addressed gubernatorial races) the

measure prescribed contribution limits of $500 from PACs, individuals,
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unions, corporations and'any organiZation other than .pol itical parties,

which can-gi-ve $3,000, 1nc1ud1ng local county and state unlts... .Loans

would be . oons1dered contrlbutlons under !thls proposal It also__ :

I
attempts to control transfer of funds' between candldates cand

organlzatlons, though 1t aprs to make less effort to 11m1t'
prollferatlon of organlzatlons, one of the strongest arguments agalnst :
lmutatlons, The mltlatlve should create some flreworks for 1986,
though the | u.s. Suprane Court reoently, ruled the size of PAC
contributlons cannot be lm,uted‘.r[SS] CQImIDIg,Cause s response was_ not
known at this wr'iting. , As an i»nitiative. toithe hegislature (should itr '
gain the 152,000 requlred s1gnatures), it wrll force the I_eglslature to

pass 1t, or ‘see it placed on the 1986 ballot along w1th any

-~ alternatives leglslators may dream up. Out of such a cloudbank d1d the

public dl_scgl_osure - law energe_ r_n_ 1972. A good time should be had by
all.fs6]  © . o

R 3 Welghlng Optlons BeforeiAnchors‘ s 7

Many of the arguments aga:.nst campaJ.gn finance. lmutatlons are'-v;

not as trenchant as they f 1rst appear, yet nelther are many of the

claJ.ms in thelr favor.i_ anltatlons on spendlng do not appear to unduly

hurt the chanoes of challengers. v 'I‘hey do appear to create a greater

number of contrlbutors, though scmetlmes in ;ways that appear less than _
beneficent:. ‘ 7 o ! .

It 'is patently obv1ous that a person who‘contrlbutes money tol a

candldate w111 have more 1nfluence w1th that candldate than will a A

person who glves no_mOney., -r;e\_/en ‘if allg-the» contrlbutor;buys 1s‘access.

As a necessary but insufficient condition, money also clearly plays a
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significant if not major role in determining who wins elections.
Clearly, the electoral economy cannot be allowed to operate on a
laissez faire basis.

We may take same actions to militate against the dangers of
political ocorruption and to control for the influence of money over
elections without resorting to campaign finance limitations. These may
or may not be sufficient to meet the well-founded concerns of critics
such as Sauvage, but they are at least workable.

Although opponents of campaign financing like to point out that
our state’s system works on the basis of public disclosﬁre, the truth
of the matter is somewhat different. The impact of public disclosure
has not been very great because it’s not very public. Aside fram
occasional newspaper reports (more frequent during campaigns), the
public side of campaign finance disclosure is minimal. What we have
instead is the Dixy Lee Ray approach, in which the information is
available for anyone who wants to look at it but little or no effort is
made to publicize it. We would be better served if the PDC could audit
more campaigns and if it had more ability to publish its results. This
could range fram regular reports mailed to media outlets across the
state to including same form of the disclosure reports as part of the
state voter’s pamphlet. This latter course would be guaranteed to
raise more than few hackles.

A second reform would require any campaign that spends more than
$25,000 to sulbmit an independent audit of the campaign’s books within a
specified time after each primary and general election. Penalties

should be established for late reports as well. To date the
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commissio‘ﬁ’é approach’ has béen te levy‘ fines .as a”last resert;' we would
be better served if-they were less forg1v1ng. | | o

Common Cause s mltlatlve would be a mlxed blessmg. On __Qne
level, it wo_uld limit the monetary power ef ‘some large organ;Za_tions,
but it alse ,like‘ly. »vieuld -d’oA some other things. The number of
organizations would grow, which‘teﬁs to lea;d to more, not 1ess_, money
in campaigns. Although Sauvage bas1ca1 ly argues thlS dlffu51on of
power is a gOodthlng, ‘ I have seen polltlcal consultants sharpen theer
teeth in anticination of »all the-new PACs they w111 be paid for
organizing Whether thlS is a:fair tradeoff or a beautlful but -lame
horse mist be a matter of personal judgment I would prefer to’ \se_e
Common Cause put more effprt ,1{ntc;{> ‘putftz_.?ng ‘scmie muscle_in‘to the PDC |

our deeision' on campalgnflnance lin}itations must be made en the
basis of whether the ad\}antages will eutweighi the disad\'ranta‘ges._- I do
-not think the answer to this question'is at aéll'clear. what seems 'most
- likely is that money rnakes a'hig diff‘erence in elections‘ and - that
llmltlng contrlbutlons and/or spendlng would- rad1cal ly alter the nature-

of . electoral pOllthS in Washmgton state.. Let us hang the banner of

caution in a prcmlnent ,place.,




Appendix: Adventures in Statistics
1. Looking for Mr. Goodnumber

All of the statistical work on this subject seems to have only
one thing in common: each investigator pursued an entirely ditfterent
statistical course. Each seemed to have a particular rationale for
his or her method and punctuated this with criticism of the work of
previous researchers. Some of the criticisms were valid and some
seemed somewhat specious. Despite the varying approaches, R2 values
were remarkably similar for almost all of the research. R2 typically
fell in a range of .60 to about ;90, with congressional races usually
obtaining the higher scoores.

Spending, party strength and incumbency were generally agreed
upon as the three variables to be measured; disagreement came on how
the variables are to be measured. Most of the investigators opted for
percentage of spending. Jacabson (1978) preferred using actual
spending for each candidate in an election because, he said, the
coefficients of the two figures are not expected to be the same. I
disagreed with this supposition simply because not using percentile
numbers totally ignores the camplementary effects of the relative
levels of spending. Owens and Olson (1977) and Arrington and Ingalls
(1984) agreed specifically on this point.

The author’s only coup was to use percentage of contributions as
a variable. This in itself presents same curious problems. Although
in the test data percentage of contributions was multicollinear with
percentage of spending (and hence the two could not be used together),
it 1is not a perfect match. Therefore percentage of contributions 1is

not a true measure of spending and represents a statistical distortion
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of the réal effect of money Whether it is'a 's:tatisticallly si.gnfic'ant‘
di,storti.qng I cannot say perhaps some way around thivs» problem exists.

Unfortunately, the " author"s statisti'cal' ability has not yet»
developed to the pomt of . 1nvestlgat1ng some of ‘the more 1nterest1ng’
approaches suggested by some of the resea.rchers. Odens -and Olson
(1974) offered path ana1y51s as one way of belng more certaln of
causallty.. They did determlne that expendltures were the strongest
factor in predlctlng electoral outoomes. |

P_erhap_s the area 'of -greatest dl\@_rsityl in among the methods of
lfegre'.SS,ioni. Many res,'earchers‘ optedfor 'simplfe-kleast squares, regression
' (basically what was usedfor thls proj;ect)} , ‘while others cla.jmed;. thlS
technique is' vnot sophoisticated 'enoughx for the data. Welch.' (197‘6);( _for'
1nstance preferred to convert hlS nunbers - to seml-log form, after
applying the economlc 1aw of dmunlshlng marglnal returns to pOlltlcal
spending. ‘and ratlonally dedu01ng that the money—vote llne should be
curv111near : Jaoobson later argued that Welch s 1dea was correct but
tended to. underestlmate the 1ncrease in, percentage of vote gained by'
challengers at hJ.gher leveLs Qﬁ.spend;ng;. : Jacobs,on mnstead calls fsor ‘
two—stage regre581on | N » |

Despite all the machlnatlons, the re_sults renai_n remarkably
similar, or at least nota dlssmular e,nough.» to pro‘yoke any great
surprise. . Table 5 lists the R2-\‘7aluesforjsevera1 of my ‘regr‘essi'ons.
Table 6 llStS the "Gamma - and Lambda measurements taken during

preliminary work on the progect.




Table 5
R2 Values for Various Regressions

Regressions R2
Variation in percentage of vote as explained by actual spending,

actual contributions, district type and candidate experience.
House races, 1978-1082. ... iuiiiieintieenieneeneeneenannconenns .68
Senate races, 1978-1982. ... itiiiiieiienneiinrenenoeanoannannns .67

Variation in percentage of vote as explained by percentage of
spending, district type and candidate experience.
All races, 1974-1982. ittt iiineneeeenennnenneneenncnnnnnns .77

Variation in percentage of vote as explained by percentage of
contributions, district type and candidate experience.

House races, 1978-10B2. ...t iiittiiiniiiii ittt teeirennnacnncnns .79
Senate races, 1978-1982. ... ctuiiiiiiiniiineecenenennennnennns .77

The variation in this chart refers to the different results
achieved by different candidates.

Table 6
Lambda and Gamma measurements for selected variables
Democrats Republicans
Lambda Gamma Lambda Gamma
1. .27948 NA .19737 NA
2. .40175 NA .39912 NA
3. .62009 NA .56410 NA
4. .48908 NA .48246 NA
5. .06987 NA .30702 NA
6. .04575 NA .04545. NA

Win/loss by actual spending (1), percentage spending, (2)
candidate type (3), district type (4), number of contributors (5) and
percentage of contributors (6).

1. .09091 .20958 .14481 .43085
2. .29144 .80024 .27596 .80229
3. .17647 NA .11749 NA
4. .17112 NA Missing NA
5. .05348 NA .08743 .46035
6. .14224  -.04669 .11062 .03326

Percentage of vote by actual spending (1), percentage spending,
(2) candidate type (3), district type (4), number of contributors (5)
and percentage of contributors (6).
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2. Parameters
From on,e v1ewp01nt, the uncertalntles surroundmg same of the

figures used in performlng thls research cast doubt upon the : results.

From another v1ewp01nt, _ homrever;~" the numbers are as concrete a source

of 1nformatlon as we are. 11kely to‘getl- 1t; 1s ‘not too dlfflcult to
assume that the vagarles of reportlng tend tOl balance out. Rather than -
prov1de definitive. answers, the statlstlcs can prov_rde us with a
dlfferent though certalnly not exclus1ve way of looklng at electlons.
Cne chief dlfference bemeen thls and{ most other statlstlcal
analyses. . of pOllthS -is in the use; of the test - populatlonw. 'Most
research w1th Wthh the author 1s fam111ar 1nvolves s1ngle electlon
years. Electlons were aggregated for thlS research the small number
of Senate. races in éach- electlon year would seem to 1nv1te results that,
could be skewed by a; couple of extraordlnary cases. :
| Future research obv1ously oould’ 1nclude electlons' years s1nce
' 1.974.—82. - The. accuracy of, the nunbers w111 remain a problem, : however, '
until the PDC is, able to! enforce reportlng requlrements more strlctly |
I. do. not thlnk it is a. w1despread problem but. 1t is:a- potentlal one

that should be of some concern to: those who regard themselves . as

adwocates of good government. ;

Another: prohl.em, a,s,-_men; ,Qne&zave,. j.i-s.'how candldates report -
different items. ‘Candidates.. do not' hélve to report | in=kind.
- contributions, though same. dO._in ;théliintere_st;o'f. making their. warche'stsv
appear bettera endowed.. Potential doners are said-to- lookr down upon
underf unded campalgns. Candldates also do- not have to report dcnatlons

U Tenn thans §25; agaln, same, do and thus: apuear to nave more Support.
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It is the author’s feeling that a candidate who takes the time to do
this probably is running the kind of locally active campaign that
earlier was identified earlier as a key to success.

All data for this research were taken fram reports published by
the Public Disclosure Commission and the Secretary of State, with the
exception of 1974 data, which were taken fram the Common Cause study of
that vyear. | The PDC uses this data in its calculations as well.
Spending calculations were made on the basis of reported expenditures,
again except for 1974, when calculations are made on the bases of
reported receipts. The differences between the two figures are assumed
to be small, based on experience with figures from the following years.

Most research in this area pays attention only to percentage of
vote as the dependent variable. Although probably this is because as a
dependent variable, win/loss is nominal, restricting analysis invdlving
tﬁis variable to bivariate correlations. The interval-level variable
percentage of vote was available for both bivariate correlations and
for multivariate regression. The author found it useful to pursue the
simpler measurements as groundwork for the multiple regressions; the
differences in results for the two parties were particularly
instructive.

Another statistical briar patch is district type. As mentioned
above, voters do not register by party in this state, a fact that
causes many staunch partisans no little consternation. The Secretary
of State does not collect voting data by legislative district, however,
so that measuring party strength by other-than-legislative races also

is lost as an option. The party organizations do claim some of this



knowledge, however, yso_.;that Quf mea_surémentés of iparty‘ ‘;s‘.trengthA nay be
better than they appear ‘a:t' fir,sdf_;,glahce. Théz r)ar;y orgénizatiéns claim
to rely on the re_sﬁlts of both _1egislatiVe and statewidé races andy‘.on
the results of surveys.% ‘While the result 1s profile that is not as
reliable as one would hbpé, -fit 1s no,t‘vho‘pele‘ss._ | Ihterestingly, very
little disagreement was found in the ‘Dem‘ocrat; and Republican lists. I
think the variable is too _im'por'ta‘\(nt. t;o belgnored, in any caée. . _
Tables 7 through 11 feature thé'final,_j- untranslated results of
the major. regressions rlin for ‘lthis study. E;Tables 7 .and 8 im_zolve ‘
percentage of vote measured V.aga_insi: bpero"entég'e; 6f ~contributions,
district type and.candidaté expérience for Ij—Iouse _amd ;Sénate' ra.ces‘,
respectively, using casjefs'f_ran 1978—82 'g _';[‘éblesi 9 ‘a‘;nd‘ 10' substi_itﬁt;e
actual spending and fcontribut‘ié‘_n'é ’;forv Ape‘rc,ientage, iof ,cbntributi'ons,'

again for House and Senate races. Table i1 ufses percentage of spénding

and invol\)es 'c:ase‘s,frdrn 1974-82.




Notes on Regressions
Tables 7-11

Tables 7 through 11 are the regressions as described in Section III. All regressions were
performed using Democrats as the subject candidates; earlier testing with Republicans found
results that were essentially the same.

Tables 7 and 9 are for House races; tables 8 and 10 are for Senate races and table 11 is for
all races. The dependent variable in each regresséion is percentage of vote received by the test
candidates (listed as PERCVOT1 in some of the tables),.

The variables are coded because of limitations 1in the text entry portion of the SPSS
statistical program. PERCONT is relative percentage of contributions and PERCS represents
relative level of expenditures. ACTS1 and 2 represent the amount spent by the candidate and by
the opponent, respectively. CONIRIB1 and 2 refer to the actual number of contributions received
by each. These were entered as interval-level variables.

D1, D2 and D3 refer to the experience level of the candidate: D1 refers to incumbents, D2 to
candidates who previously served in the Legislature and D3 is for candidates with no experience.
DX1, 2 and 3 refer to the opponent's level of experience and correspond to the notation for the
test candidates' levels of experience. DD1l, 2, 3 and 4 refer to political orientation of the
district. DD1 represents Democrat districts; DD2 stands for swing Democrat districts; DD3 is the
designation for swing Republican districts; and DD4 designates solid Republican districts. These

variables were all entered as dummy variables.
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